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1. Introduction

This L2 NI A& RStAGSNIO6fS y2 FRiagmehtatignTand(EKchisioNBS a S| N
Understanding and Overcoming the Multiplmpacts of the European Crisis 6 Cw!.Da9 - 0
FRAGMEXakesplace under the auspices of a bilateral programme of cooperation in Research

and Technology, between Greece and Germany for the period 201% and is funded by the

Greek General Secretariat for Rasch and Technology and the German Federal Ministry of
Education and Research.

The objective of the programme is to study the tvarocesses of fragmentation and exclusion

both within and between European societidsat have emerged as a consequencelw trisis,

which since 2009laguesthe European economylhese processes take place on two different
levels:on a material level, as rising levels of unemployment and poverty are producing new
a20A1Ff aSOdzNRG& &2dzidaARSNEé aldigcRsiv@wfural-rigf isA RS { A
forming between the new (and old) insiders and outsiders. Moreover, the crisis has also created

a new level of fragmentation and exclusion. A rift is developing between the societies of the
countries of the North, which arealled upon to provide financial assistance to the countries of

the European periphery hit by the crisis and the societies of the latter countries, which react
negatively to the policy conditionality that accompanies this assistance.

This report summazies some of the findings of the first work package of the programme, which
focuses on the first aspect dhe fragmentation and exclusion processes mentioned above,
that, which touches upon the material conditions of people experiencing the crisis. Hwere, t
objective is to identifyand analys to what degree and in what mann#dre material weHbeing

of Greek citizenfias been affecteds a result of the crisisin other wordsthe report focuses

on the impact of the crisis on poverty and social exclugioGreeceMoreover, and in addition

to the original proposal, the research team has decided to include in the report an analysis of
the impact of the crisis oimcomeinequality in Greece. This decision was taken because the
issue of inequality is closefelated with thoseof poverty and social exclusiprince increased
inequality often means more people in the lower seeimonomic strata facing increased risk of
poverty and social exclusioAccordinglylinking the two areas provides for a deeper andre
comprehensive understanding of the social consequences of the crisis. Besides, including
inequality in the analysis also adds to taealysis othe final issue addressed in this report,
which is the measurement and evaluation of the impact of social policy on the alleviation of
poverty and social exclusion, primarily through social transtdimeover, in a further addition

! This analysis is complemented by a second deliverable, a policy pagecial policy anthe public perceptions
on poverty andsocial exclusiom Greece before and after the crisis.
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to the original proposal, the research team has decided to explomore detail additional
aspects of poverty and/ or social exclusion such asdrk poverty and food security, in order
to provide a most comprehensive overview of the social situation in Greece after the crisis.

¢CKS FaaSaavYSyil 27 tik&sPlacd pinarily shdugh 2 drmparison bfydatd O {
on poverty, social exclusion and inequality before and after the crisis in Greece. For this reason
the report is broadly divided in two segments: one, which provides an overview of poverty,
social exclusio and inequality in Greece before the crisis, using data from 1995 (when
available) up to 2008, and a second segment, which focuses on the impact of the crisis, using
data for the period 20022013. The selection of the two time periods is related to thesehof

the Greekcrisis. Although the international financial crisis broke out in 2007 and reached its
climax in 2008, in Greece the effects of the international crisis really started being felt in 2009,
gKSYy G(KS 02 dzy i NEShie tHeitheodnt®ythés experienoed arttedp economic
and social crisis of a magnitude unknown for any developed country in thewarsperiod.

Given that the statistical data on poverty for any particular year is based on information (e.g.
income or consumption) ofhie previous year, taking as our basis year 2009, facilitates the
analysis by providing us with a clearer picture of the impact of the crisis, as our starting point
will be the income/ consumption of 2008, which as we saw above was not substantially
affected by the crisis.

While the crisis continues unabated until todagy most of the indices examined in this report
the latest available data is for 281and in some cases datés only availablefor 2012.
Unfortunately, since2013 data refers to incomes (cconsumption) of 202, this means that in

most cases we are not able to gauge the impact of the crisis beyond. 201is is very
unfortunate and it curtails our ability to reach more defive conclusions based on our
findings, however it is a shortcoming that we are not able to address at the moment of this
NBLZ2Z NI QA NBftSFHaSz 3IABSYy GKIF G (willSeleas&2014S05td O { G |
(income and consumption of 2013) in the autumn of 20TBkis wasot totally unexpected, as

it is common for the statistical data on poverty and social exclusion to be released with roughly
a two-year delaylndeed, the 2013 data was only released a few weeks ago an@nhagully
incorporated in this updated versioof the report, as per ourcommitment to the Greek
GeneralSecretariabf Research and Technology,presentupdated versions of this report and

of the related policy paper on social policy and perceptions on poverty and social exclusion,
oncenewdata isreleased.

%1n 2008 the country posited negative growth of 0.2%, mainly due to the fall in output in the fourth quarter of that
year. The small magnitude and the late occureeé the recession means that the negative effects of the crisis
were not really felt until 2009. Indeed, in 2008 unemployment was 7.8%, which is the lowest level of
unemployment since the late 1980s (European Commission, AMECO).

6
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The structure of the report is as follows: First, we prgsan overview of the Greek crisis during

the past five years and demonstrate some of the most significant changes in terms of overall
economic performance and wedeing, which areertinent for the analysis of povertygocial
exclusionand inequalitywhich follows. The next section introduces a discussion of definitions
of the conceptsanalysedn this report and the methodology employed. The following sedion
then outline the profile of poverty, social exclusiomnd inequalityin Greece before and after

the crisis.Next, comes a section ro the contribution of social policy tthe alleviation of
poverty, social exclusiorand inequalitybefore and after the crisis in Greece. A final section
summarizes the findingke report



Social Profile Report on Poverty, Social Exclusion and Inequality Before and After the Crisis
FRAGM (SO P y quatty

2. The Greek Crisis: An Overview

¢KS &alF3F 2F GKS DNBS|U ONRA&AAA 06S3dzy sAGK GKS N
deficit in theautumn of 2009. As it turned out, the defi@it that yearwould reach a staggering

15.8% of GDP. These revelations dealt aseveesbl 1 2 (G KS O2dzy i NEQa ONBRA
global finance was still reelingoin the financial crisis, this newsn @mbination with the

O2dzy iNBR g2 oy 2YyHRPOf SYa 2F KAIK Lzt AO RS0l oecon
2009) and low competitiveness (current accodeficit of 14.7% in 2008), was enough to drive

the already volatile and tense financial markatgay.

As the crisis unfolded, the credit rating of Greece gradually deteriorated to the point that by the

SYR 2F !''LIINAf wnmnX DNBS| 062yRa KIFIR 0SSy NBf S
exceeded 1,000 basis points. Unable to access funding frenfinancial markets, the Greek
government made an official request for aid. On 2 May 2010, Greece signed a bailout
FANBSYSy(d T2N I nildaNBraided Sy tieIEurazomeemberstatés farfd ghe
International Monetary Fund (IMFJhe agreemest came with strict conditionality in the form

of a @mprehensive policy programme @vhorandum) that would be supervised by the-so

called Troika (the IMF, the European Commission and the European Central Bank (ECB).

The programme called for an extremely harsh frodded austerity policy. The aim was to
eliminate the deficit and achieve a sustainable primary surplus, in order to ensure the
sustainability of public finances and ultimately public debt. Given the esdmaary size of the

fiscal deficit, this has meant the implementation of a fiscal austerity programme, which has
truly been without precedent. The Memorandum called for a wide arragwénueraising and
expenditurereducing measures (reduction of publi@ SN yiaQ &l fl NRSax
replacement of the 18 and 14" salaries with a much lower holiday supplement, reduction of
benefits and pensions, increase of VAT and other indirect taxes on fuels, tobacco and luxury
goods), with a view to reducing thiscal deficit by 11.2% of GDP by 2013; that is, a reduction of
more than 3% of GDP per year, with primary surpluses projected thereafi¢he same time,

the memorandum required an extraordinary number of major structural reforms, ranging from

the reasS$3aYSyd YR NBRS&A3IAYy 2F LdMzoftAO asSoidz2ND
remuneration system, to the overhaul of the national pension and health systems, to major
interventions in the private economy, such as the comprehensive reform of closed professions
and the labour market.

However, things did not develop as predictddhe scope and speed of the structural reforms
stretched the resources ohe & G I 0 S I LILI NI drattifiomally ¢p&os recard keved Q a
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before the crisis) indesigring and inplementing reforms® was further constrained by
F3aINBaargdsS FAaOlf FRe2dzaGYSyd LRfAOASaAYE gKAOK
servants o early retirement, leaving these servicesriously understaffed. At the same time,

the aggressiveness offial adjustment led the Greek economy into deep recession, which in
GdzNYy dzy RSNXYAY SR (GKS 3208SNYyYSyidiQa FTAaort O2yaz
while social welfare expenses, particularly those associated with unemployment benefits,
increassed. To make up for the deviations in the fiscal targets the government was forced to
introduce new austerity measures, which however deepened the recession, undermining thus
further the effort to reduce the deficit. This vicious cycle plunged the countoya downward

economic spiral. It is also worth noting that this pokegsimplemented at a time when credit

had disappeared from the Greek economy. The Greek banking system, cut off from the
international interbank market and having lost approximately 1 6 Af € A2y g2NI K 2
the period 201612, wasunable to provide liquidity to the Greek economy. This put more strain

on cashstripped businesses furthering the deterioration of the domestic economy.

As a result, despite early projections forqaick resolution of the crisis and a return to the

markets as soon as 2013, it soon became apparent that the crisis would be long lasting, as the
country entered a deep recessioBonsequently,iie Troikaaccepted the necessity of a second

bailout agreemat with additional funds, while also reducing Greek debt to sustainable levels.

¢CKS NBadzZd gt+a I aASO2yRX emon OAfEA2YIT ol Af 2
debt restructuring deal (scalled Private Sector Involvement or PSI), which redutted

LINA @ 0Sté& KStR DNBS| RSold o0& emnc o0AfftA2YI 4K

However, the new agreement came with a new Memorandum, which dictated a new round of
austerity measures, including the abolition of most tax exemptionswa round of reductions

in salaries, pensions and benefits and more cuts reiss areas of public spending, while the

minimum wage was reduced by 22% and by an additional 10% for young people up to the age

of 25.The package aiusterityinterventionsS @Sy G dz- £ £ @ | ANBSSRIfortheé a & 2 NI
period 201314> A UK a2YS edpdn oAt fA2Yy SIENXYIFN]JSR F2NJ

Although progress on the fiscal front has been remarkable, with the fiscal deficit being reduced
by more than ten percentage points in a periotlfour years, to 2.1% of GDP at the end of
2013,the negative economic consequences of this policy mix have been unprecedented. The
output of the economy has collapsed, resulting in a cumulative loss abajppately 25% of

GDP since 200§ igure 1).

® There is an extensivetdrature documenting the failure of the Greek state in this respect. See for example
Lyberaki and Tsakalotos 2002; Tinios 2005; Spanou 2008; Monastiriotis and Antoniades 2009.
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Figure 1. GDP Growth Ratén Greecg%,2007-2016)
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As a consequencegal GDP per capita declined by more tha0% between 208 and 202
(Figure 2).

Figure2. Real Gross Domestic Pradyper capita, Greece (202D12)
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The decline in income has beancompanied by an unprecedentegsurgein unemployment

which at tre end of 2013reached 27.3%while, due to the prolonged recessiotongterm
unemploymenthassoaredto 67.5%(Figure 3). This development is particularly worrisome, as it
raises the risk that structural unemployment in Greece could be stabilized in the next few years
at unacceptably high levels, leading a substantial part of tufation permanently off the
labour market.

Figure3. Unemployment by sex and losigrm unemployment Greece (%, 2@32013)
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These developments in the economic realm form the backdrop of the social situation we are
called to present in this reportAs we shall sean the forthcoming sectionsbut also in the
policy paper on social policyhis situationhas had significant imptiations for povertyand
social exclusion in Greece during the crisis and threatenalter for the worst and on a
permanent basis the socieconomicprofile of Greece.

11
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3. Measuring Poverty Social Exclusionand Inequality Definitions and
Methodology

3.1 Definition andApproaches to Studyin@overty

Poverty is a social, economic and political issue of great importance. Especially during the last
years, when austerity policies are being implemented in Greece and in other European
countries, the study ofi dzOK L2t AOAS&aQ AYLI OG 2y LIR2GSNIe& KI
academic and political discourse. The definition and measurement of poverty are crucial issues

in the context of the academic debate related to the development of poverty over titse, i
causesand consequences. According to many researchers, the use of simple definitions and
indicators contributes to a better understanding of poverty and its effects by-exqgert
audiences, including political actors. On the other hand, more complalysia can deepen our
understanding of the poverty phenomenon and thereby improve our ability to tatkle

Over time, the literaturehas developed a number @pproaches to measuring and analyzing

poverty. Each approach adopts a different definition, keawith its own advantages and
disadvantages.There are three major issues, which form the basg of these dfferent
approaches. The first has to do with whether we should define poverty in absolute or relative

terms. A definition of poverty in absolute teém A& S&aaSy GAl ff e -the a&adzND
minimum level of resources needed for a member of a societyatisfy a set of basic needs

and is therefore not measured against the level of prosperity or economic growth in a society.
According to the Unitedb G A2y a3 Q RSTFAYAGA2Y S | 6az2ftdziS LR@SH
severe deprivation of basic human needs, including food, safe drinking water, sanitation
facilities, health, shelter, education and information. It depends not only on income but also o

F O0Saa G2 asNIhe e@&ativist view! Dpovesydom phé dther hand, relates the

condition of poverty to the general level of welfare in a society and therefore is closely linked to

the idea of inequality.

In this study we will use the rdige approach to defining and measuring poverty. The reason is

first, the inherent difficultyof the absolute poverty approadh establishing a survival threshold
applicable to different people and societiasross timeand second, the fadhat the relative

approach has gradually been accepted as the most appropriate approach for measuring poverty

in developed countrieswhich have largelpvercomethe issue of survival of their members

(Atkinson 1998 European Commissioand European Councd004). In such countries, it is

more appropriate to define poverty in relative terms, compatedi 2 YS Y SI 4dzNBE 2 F &
Gl @S NI 3 S@®unantanh WBEeNFwnsend 1979psolute poverty measurementsn the
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other hand continue to be used for underdevelopeduntries ¢ the dominant metric being
22NIR . Fy1Qa mMdupPbP LISNI RIFe AyO2YS o6SYOKYIN] o

The second issue which divides researchers is whether poverty should be approached and
therefore measured in an objectiyer in a subjective mannefbjective poverty is deéned as

the lack of adequate income and as a result consumption and wealth. In this case, in order to
measure poverty we have to use a variable to determine the level of individuabeialy). In

the literature, this variable is either income or consuropti Also, it iecessary to define the

level d income or consumption below which an individual is considered paiilowing these

steps, different poverty indces can be computedAccording to thesubjective approactio
poverty on the other handthe perceptions and opinions of the members of each household
determine their own standard of livig and welfare. Consequenthhousehold have to
participate in surveys, whereby their members provide their own assessmenwiéther they

can meet their basic needs with tinevailable income at thearticulartime of the surveyand/

or determine the income levethat they deemis sufficient in order to meet these needs.
According to the literature, the subjective approach of povergn be realized by using
variety of methodsincluding the Leyden Poverty Line (LPL), the Subjective Poverty Line (SPL)
andthe CSP method (Centre for Social Policy, University of Antwerp).

A more detailed analysis of these techniques is beyond thpesob this report, giverthat the

4dz0 2SO0A GBS I LIINE I OKQa& exthdSiliedzauNgys” Siyh( reprasgntati@? y R dzO
population samples places ibeyond the timelimits and resourcesavailable forthis research
programme.Accordingly, in this report, we ka opted for the objective approaciA more

detailed presentation of the related methodology and the indices employed follow in the next
section.

Finally, the third major issue relating to poverty definition and measurement relates to whether

we define poverty as a on&limensional (typically monetary), or a mulimensional
phenomenon. Under the approach of mulimensional deprivationthe members of each
househotl have to determine the extent tavhich they can meet some basic needs. Therefore,
incomeis not the proxy in this approach. Hence, the phenomenon of poverty is determined in
more complex,qualitative terms, and not only in monetary terms. According to many

NBE &SI NOKSNRXEY SiyKECA 2W Y diffflidas 4 hatEP assegsment tife extert to

which households can ensure a decent living. In contrastotteedimensionalapproach can

AADS dz& AYF2NXIFGA2Y | 02dzi K2dzaSK2ft RaQ AyO02YS
not about whether their disposable income is adequate for a detével ofliving. Also, the
WYdRANIMSY aA2y Il fQ LILINRFOK O2y Gl Aya | gecldradaira 2
incomes, butare directly related with data for standasdof living. Thislata maycome from
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non-declared income or income from illegattavities. In this way, théssueof tax evasion can
be treated and a more accurate picture of the level or quality of living conditions can be
obtained

In this report, the objective approach to measuring poverty (which in effect is a one
dimensional analysis), will be complemented with an analysis basédrs RV &ISYR A 2y | f ¢
method, asit relates to issues of material deprivation and social exclusibich are the focus

of this study.

3.2Poverty Measurement andndices

Based on the "objective" approach, the first step in measuring poverty is the choiee of
deterministic variable for wealth. As mentioned above, in the related literature either
consumption or income is use@Gomeresearcherselieve thatincome illustratesbetter the
purchasing power of householdgAndriopoulou and Tsakloglowr010). For others
consumptions outweighs income, because it approximates the concept of permanemenco
avoids income reporting gaps (for example due to tax evasion) and portrays a more accurate
LIA QU dzNBE 27F | K2 dza S ky2rf MOK) and Sulivaaog9ENor@thefeRsA siudigsy & 0 a
have shown that the inclusion of imputed income in the income definit@nremedy some of

the problems associated with income reporting gaps, thereby altering substantially results
about inequality and poverty in Gree (Koutsambek and Tsakloglo2010. In the present
study, we will mainly use disposable incofoe comparison purposesince most research on

the measurement of poverty and inequality 3&is variable However, we will also check the
results of this approach withrfdings based on the analysis of mictata on consumption, from

the Household Budget Survey (HBS) of EL.SfoATthe years 2002012, that is, for
consumption expenditure between 2007 and 2011.

After the choice of the deterministic variable, it iecessary to define the income (or
consumptior) level below which an individual is considered to be pammparedto other
peoplein society. In most of the literaturea poverty line at 60% of the median (or average)
income is used. Nevertheless, theneawo other poverty lines that aralsofrequently usedat
40% and 50% of the median (or average) incaespectively Theselatter indicesare more
sensitive to extreme values of the income distributidinis evident thatthe "relative™ poverty
line, regardless of its levels influenced by the distribution of income and hence the standard
of livingin society.This means that relative poverty may not change, even in circumstances of
high economic growth or conversely of deep economic downturn, ifitleeme distribution
remains constant (Andriopoulou and Tsakloglou 2010; Tsaklogtal Panopouloul998,
Tsakloglou and Mitrakos 1998
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In contrastto the relative poverty linea fixedpoverty line is not correlated with the average or
median income and asequentlywith the income distribution, but rather denotes poverty
compared to a fixed level of income which does not change through time. A fixed poverty line
can be a very useful analytical tool in cases of big and rapid positive (negative) changes in
economic output in a country. In such circumstances there is a tendency for the entire
distribution to move upwards (downwards), leaving thus inequality and therefore also relative
poverty largely unchanged. Accordingly, in such circumstances it makes &emsenpare
LIS2 L)X SaQ fS@St 2F tAQAYy3 y20 6A0GK 20KSNI LIS2 LI
living circumstancesf onlya few years ago, before the boom (crisis) took hold (Matsaganis and
Leventi 2013).In the present study, we will usboth the three aforementioned 'lines' of
relative poverty and a fixed poverty line.

Finally, efore computing any poverty indices, it is critical to determine the income level of both
individuak and household Because auseholds differ in size armbmposition the comparison

of income between households is infeasible. Thimgre is a need toccompute an income
measure which allows such a comparisofhis measure isquivalent incomend is computed

by using equivalence scales

3.2.1Equivalence &tes Analysis

As mentioned before, differences ithe size and composition of households make the
O2YLI NhAazy o0SG6SSy K2dzaSK2f Ra Q diffeyeq Bodsehioldsh y FS I a
are likely to be different. Thereforeit is necessary to use a thedology for making
comparisondeasible.This methodologynakesuse of equivalence scales. These scales convert

the aggregate disposable income of a family to the equivalent income of each member of the
household. The most iely used equivalence scalase the original OECD scale, the Eurostat

scale (or modified OEGDOI f S0 | yR (GKS WySgQ h9/5 aolfts

The original OECD scale weighs the family income as follows: it gives a value equal to 1 to the
person responsible for the household, 0.7 to each additicadult and 0.5 to each child. We

KFgS G2 YSyaazy (GKIFIG 6S O2yaARSNI A4 aOKAf RNBYy
equivalence scale gives a value equal to 1 to the person responsible for the household, 0.5 to

each additional adult and 0.3 taeh child. Therfor both equivalence scales, after computing

the total weight of the family, the total disposable income of the family is divided by this
number in order to obtain the equivalent income of each individual. In the present study, we
usethe equivalence scale used by Eurostat.
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3.2.2Poverty Indices

After determining the poverty line andcalculatingthe disposable income, several poverty
indicescan be usedBelow we present all the poverty indices that Wil used in the present
study, whichare those most widely used the Greek and international literature.

The mostcommonly usedpovetty index is the headcount ratiorhe index is calculated as the

ratio of the number of people with disposable income below the poverty line (q) for thdewho

population (n). Thus: ,
o !

€

Headcount ratio (or alternatively the poverty rate) is easily interpretableus for example,

when using the 60% relative poverty line, the index calculates the percentageneof

population, which is belov0% of themedian incomeHowever the indexdoes not calculate

0KS WRAAGIYOSQ 27 (K Srdbigr@ideIthd deptly of fokeBywhil2itd S NI &

displaysno sensitivity to the size of the inequality among the p@®en 1976).

To make more feasible thealculation of poverty depth, researchers use the income gap ratio
which is corputed by the following formula

We see that thencomegap ratio depends ofq), the number of people with income below the
poverty line,(") the povertyline and ythe equalizeddisposable income. Despite the fact that

this index shows how poor are individuals with incomes below the poverty line, it is not
sensitive to income transfers among the poor people. So, it does not vary enough in case of
incomeredistribution among the poor.

A poverty index that combines the previous two is the poverty gap which is computéteas
product of the poverty rate anthe ratio of the income gap.

w "000

According to Sen (1976), this index does not take into account the income distribution among
the poor.
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In addition, it should also be noted that there are several variants of this index, such as the total
poverty gap, the average poverty gap, the percayg average poverty gap, poverty gap as a
percentage of the total income of the studied population and the poverty gap as a percentage
of total income of norpoor. Eurostat defineghe poverty gapasthe difference between the
median equivalised disposahlecome of people below the aisk-of-poverty threshold and the
at-risk-of-poverty threshold, expressed as a percentage of thaskof-poverty threshold*

The disadvantages the aforementioned indicators were identified and studied by Sen (1976),
who designated three basic axioms that must satisfy a measure of overall poverty. These
axioms are: a) the focus axiom, b) the monotonicity axiom and c) the transfer axiom. The focus
axiom posits that the poverty indexhas to be correlated with the incomef the poor. So,
changes in the income of ngroor people should leave unaffected the poverty index, if the
number of poor people does not change. The second axiom requires that each poverty index
has todecrease if there is an increase in the income ofiadividual below the poverty line.
Finally, the transfer axiordictatesthat each poverty index should increase if there is a transfer
from a poor person to a less poor person. Then, one regressive transfer should have a positive
effect on the poverty index.

{ SyQa aitdzReé NXA&dz {hs Senlidgx whith$s camp U dsffdllaive ehg/it is2 T
a weighted total of individuals' poverty gaps:

Y '000 p 00O

Where G is the Gini indexwhich counts inequality among paowith weight (1-1). It is worth
noting that the Gini index for the distribution of income among the poor is calculated by the
following formula:

B _® fi p

0 '
nB o 1

It is apparent from the formula for calculating the Sedexthat the index is only sensitive to
changes in income among the poor. Consequently, changes in incomes for individuals above the
poverty line are ignored. Alsdhe Senlindex has values from 0 to 1. When S=0, then all
individuals have income above the poieline and when S=1, then all have zero income.

4{ §8 9daNRaldl Qa8 68S06aAGSE gFAflo6tS |GY
http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/Glossary:Relative_mediaslabf-
poverty gap
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After Sen, many researchers tried to create poverty indices that take into account the income
distribution among the pooreg.g. Takayama 197%nd Kakwanil98Q Shorrocks1995) An
SEG Sy aA 2 ydexdsalsoths&fghiyiof ihdices suggested by Foster, Greer and Thorbecke
(1984). We refer to family of indices since thester, Greer and Thorbecke®J indexdepends

on the value of the parameter related to poverty aversi@) The FGT index is computdaly

the following from:

00"y g

Whenh T' th&n the index is equal to the poverty rate.hifl' MGT index is conkted to the
average povertygap ratio and ift I' then the FGT index igqual to theaveragesquared
poverty gap, which in effect gives an added weight to the incomes that are furthest away from
the poverty threshold. This is an index which combines information on both the depth of
poverty and the inequality among the poor.

i3s obviousfrom the above presentatio, the choice of an appropriate poverty index is not an
easy taskAs mentioned above, in this report all thie above indices will be used.

3.3 Social Exclusion

Social exclusion is clogdinked with two of the issuethat differentiate approaches tpoverty

definition and measurement, described above. More specifictilly concept of social exclusion

is related to those of relative poverty and most importanglymulti-dimensional povertyAs

noted above, in developed societies the measurement of pgve absolute terms is no longer

the norm, as these societies have moved past pineblem of ensuring the survival of their
members. Therefore, in this context, the concept of poverty is gradually related to a
O2y OSLIidz £t AT GAZ2Y 26Fof goBIS hillEeHicas, laccgss to @hfch defingsdzY o
the attainment, or not, of a more general conceptualization of veiihg (Kahneman et al.

1999; Alesina et al. 2004; Stiglitz et al. 2009; OECD 2011). @iecriteria which are used to
determine the level of wellbeing are normonetary and refer to conditions that affect the

ability of individuals to attain both a decent a standard of living, but also their prospects and
potential for the future.This broader approach to the standing of individuals isoaiety is
Of2asSteée fAY1SR G2 {SyQa o6mcpypd GKS2NEB 27F O LJ
deprivation to thecapability of individuals to attairtertain fundamental conditions such as for
example being healthy draving access to educatiolm this sensgoverty isconceived as the
deprivationof such capabilities. This type of approdws beergaining ground during the past
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G§KNBES RSOFRSA YR KIFIa 0SSy OSNEB AyTFidzsSydaAalrt A
Human Development tlex. This multidimensional approacho the social condition of the

individual in combination with the emphasis dhe relative aspectof poverty or deprivation

where these arenot measured in absolute terms but always in relatimnthe standard of

leaving in asociety as a wholeconstitute the core of what is generally conceived social

exclusion (Silver 1994; Byrne 1999; de Haan 1B@8;hardt et al. 2002; Fischer 2011).

In operational terms and for the purposes of this report wil use data fron the EUSurvey on

Income andLiving Conditions (ESILKjor people at risk of poverty or social exclusion (ARQPE)

which has become the leading indicator for assessingfthi@ment 2 ¥ 9 | HnHun &GN
headline target of reducing poverty by liftinglagst 20 million people out of the risk of poverty

or social exclusion by 2020.

The AROPE indicator is defined as the share of the population in at least one of the following
three conditions;

1) at risk of poverty, meaning below the poverty threshold,
2) in a situation of severe material deprivation,
3) living in a household with very low work intensity.

I OO0O2 NRA Y 3 ThematrNIRpiiviation rétés @n indicator iEUSILC thagéxpresses

the inability to afford some items considered by mpsiople to be desirable or even necessary

to lead an adequate life. The indicator distinguishes between individuals who cannot afford a
certain good or service, and those who do not have this good or service for another reason, e.g.
because theydonotwan 2 NJ R2 y20 ySSR AlG¢ o

The indicatomeasures the percentage of the population that cannot afford at leasteiof
the following items, while the severe material deprivation rateasures the percentage of the
population that cannot affordt least fourof the followingitems:

to pay their rent, mortgage or utility bills;
to keep their home adequately warm;

to face unexpected expenses;

to eat meat or proteins regularly;

to go on holiday;

a s wdRE

5{ §8 9daNRaldl Qa8 68S06aAGSE gFAflo6tS |GY
(http://epp.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/People at risk _of poverty or social _exclusion
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6. atelevision set;

7. awashing machine;
8. acar;

9. atelephone.

The thirdindicator making up the AROPE, measyressons living in households with low work
intensity. Thiss defined as thoséousehold whose workingage members (189 years old,
excluding students between 134 years old) have worked during the income reference year
less than 20% of their full work potential.

In this report, in addition to the poverty rati@and the overall AROPE indicatee will present
data on thematerial and severe material deprivation fGreece before and after the crisis.

3.4 Incomelnequality

Income or economic inequality is a theme thi@as come to dominate the public discourse
internationally in recent years, not only because of the crisig also due to new scientific
work (in particular Piketty 2014), which sheds new light on $lubject especially in the
developed economies. Arverview of the issue and the related literature is obviously beyond
the scope of this report; it would suffice to say thatist an issue which touches upon
fundamental aspects of the operation of the capitalist system, such as economic growth
(Kuznets 195) and efficiency (Okun 1975), to name but twai also wider transformations in
recent decades related to globalizatideee for example Feenstra and Hanson 1996; Aghion
and Williamson 1998; IMF 2007; Krugman 2008)e debate on inequality has inteneffi
further because of the crisis, as there is evidence that the latter may have led to an inarease i
inequality levels (OECD 2013), a result which has been recently reproduced more specifically for
the case of Greece (M&aganis and Leventi 2014).

In terms of its connection to poverty, as was mentioned earlier, the concept of relative poverty
but also that of social exclusion are closely related to the issue of inequality, in the sense that
both concepts operate on a relative or comparative basis. |a ¢bntext a more focused
measurement and analysis of income inequality atsdcharacteristics in Greecés deemed
necessary in the context of this repods it would complement the analysis on poverty and
social exclusion. Moreover, it could also pdwinteresting insights not fully captured by the
latter concepts, given that although inequality, relative poverty and social exclusion can be
related, they describe different phenomena, which may develop differently and indeed even
move in opposite dirdons in a given period of time.
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The most widely used indicatdor inequalityis the Gini index. Values of Gini index vary from O
(perfect equality) to 1 (complete inequalityJhe Gini index is computed by the following
formula:

OQs%—d) W WS

The Gini index shows the expected difference between the incomes of anyirtdigidualsin
the population.The Gini index is sensitive to transfers in the middleha income distribution.
Nonethelessit is widely usedsit is easilyinterpretable and can give comparable results either
in the same country over timer between different countries.

A second index that will be used in this report is the income quintile share ratio or S80/20
index. The S80/S20 ratio is calculated asrtte of total income received by the 20 % of the
population with the highest income (the top quintile) to that received by the 20 % of the
population with the lowest income (the bottom quintileYhis index is more sensitive to
transfers inthe tails ofthe distribution.

3.5 Data

A substantial part of the data presented in this report has not been produced in the course of
FRAGMEX, but rather it is data already published by Greek and European statistical agencies, or
other researchers in the field. Thisin accordance with the aim of this report, which is outlined

Ay GKS GSOKYyAOFf FLIISYRAE 2F (GKS LINRBINIYYSI |
RFGIF 2y GKS YSFadaNBYSyid 2F LRJSNIe FyR a20Alf
and upto-date account of poverty and social exclusion in Greece before and after the®crisis.

More specifically, data reported for the period before the crisis, is based on existing
bibliography and official sources, while for the period following the onsethef crisis, in

addition to existing research and edited official indices, the research team has strived to
produce a number of new indices, previously not readily available in the literature, based on an
analysis of the latest available miedata from EISTAT. for the EU Survey on Income and Living
Conditions (SILEjRNd the Household Budget Survey (HBS), as well as provide some new

® Given that poverty and sociakelusion is only one of three major themes (and accordingly ywadkages) of this
programmeandthat research for this report constitutes only one of three research tasks in the firstpamkage,

GAYS IyR NB&A2dzZNDSaQ f A Y Acé bnidatRayfedy YublRHed. y SOSaal NB 2 dzNJ NBf .
" The EU Survey on Income and Living Conditions (8iL&Churvey that takes place across the European Union

since 2003 and replaced the European Community Household Panel (ECHP). It is carried out by the national
statisticd authorities. The aim of this annual survey is to collect data through surveys on poverty, living conditions
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information on food security in Greece, using data previously unreleased, courtesy of the
Institute of Preventive Medicine, nizironmental and Occupational Health, Prolepsis, which
conducts, with the financial support of the Stavros Niarchos Foundation, the Food Aid and

Promotion of Healthy Nutrition Program for students of schools located in underprivileged
areas for the last ttee years.

YR &20Alt SEOfdAA2Yy® !fa2r GKA& | NRBGFGAY3 LI ySt &dzN
replaced.
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4. Poverty, Social Exclusioand Inequalityin Greece before the Crisis

In this section, we present some of the most important results regarding poverty, social
exclusion and inequality in Greedaefore the crisis Additionally, we focus on the different
RAYSyaAazya 2F LROSNIe& FyR O2YLI NB DNBSOSQa

4.1 Poverty in Greece before the Crisis
4.1.1 Basic Trends

Following a decline irhe late 1990s from 2000until 2008,poverty rates in Greece were stable
fluctuating slightlyaround 20% (Figure 4)The relative stability of poverty in Greece during this
period is interesting, given that this was a period characterizecpid economic growth.

Figure4. People at riskf poverty, Greece (%, 199%08)*
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* Calculated at 60% of median equivalised income

This means that during these years, the distribution of income was not substantially altered and
therefore a roughly stable proportion of the populatioremained below the 60% median
income threshold, despite the fact that both the mean and median income increased
substantially(Figure 5)This finding is telling about both the level and persistence of inequality
in Greece, but also about the ability thie Greek welfare stateo combatpoverty.
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Another dimension of povertthat is relevant for our purposes is th@yerty gap From kgure

6 we observe therevasa significant improvement, with the poverty gap declining from 2096
average in the late 19908 23.9% in 2005although this progress wasomewhatreversedin

the following yearsThis means that at least in the early 2000s, while the percentage af po
people remained relatively stable, a number of poor people became less poor, coming closer to
the poverty threshold.In 2008, thepoverty gap was 24.7%, which means that 50% of poor
people had income below the 75.3% of the poverty threshold.

Figure6. Poverty gap, Greece (49952008)
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These figures do not compare fawably to other EU countries. From Figure 7 below, we see
that poverty in Greece during the period under examinatveas consistentlyand substantially

above the Et15 average(Figure 7).

Figure 7. Risk of poverty, Greece-EJ %, 1992008)
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{AYAfT I NI @2 DNBSOSQa warcgnSiddtlg higher thain the EU avekaed LIS NJ
although the situation improvedrom the mid-2000sonwards(Figure8).

Figure 8. Poverty gap, Greece, EU (%, T9883)

35,00
30,0 30,0

25,8 26,0
239 233 234 23,2 24,7

1008 1006
m Greece mEU-15 m EU-27

Source Eurostat

25



Social Profile Report on Poverty, Social Exclusion and Inequality Before and After the Crisis
FRAGM (SO P y quatty

These findings aralsoverified by recentstudies For exampleDafermos and Papatheodorou
(2010),Andriopoulou and Tsakloglof2010) and Balourdos and Naoun(010), focusing on
the 19942007 period (or selected syteriods, or years), have shown that there is a clear
stratification of performance in terms of poverty rates, with Mediterranean countries, which
share the secalled SoutFEuropean Social Model, darperformng consistently countriegdm
Northern Europe, which employ the soei@mocratic or corporatist modefsThuscountries
such as the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Austria, Finland, Denmark and Getymacgily report
poverty rates that range betwan 1013% In contrast, Greece, Spain, Portugal and Italy, along
with Ireland, have the highest rates, with povetfypically ranging betweei8-20%.Similarly,
poverty gap indices for the soagalemocratic and corporatist groups ranges for most countries
between approximately 15%nd 18% (although there are significant variations between years)
while southEuropean countriegypically report poverty gap indices above 23%.

4.1.2 Vulnerable Groups

While these headline indices already pamtnegative picture for Greece regarding poverty,
things are even more difficult for a number of sosab-groups, to which we now turn our
attention. We alreadysaw above (Figure Ythat traditionally in Greecewomen experiene
higher poverty rates thamen, without however varying the temporal tragtories of the whole
population. This indicates that there are structural reasons for this deviation, which is
supported by the fact thaffluctuations of poverty ratedor most yearsseem to be well
synchronzed for both sexes andare therefore probably related to wider economic
developments in the countrgnd not to factors pertaining to one of the two sexes.

Moreover, recent studies havéhighlighted a number of social groups thatave facedhigh
poverty raes over timein Greece (e.g. Balourdos and Naoumis 2010, Dafermos and
Papatheodorou 2010Prawing on these studies we focus heretbe elderly,the young lone
parent and &rge families, the unemployed and people withv educational qualificationst is

to those groupshat we now turn our attention.

INnFigure S ©S LINBaSyld L2 JSiNdingjorbide gr&upsVe ésetvdhdring 2 y T 2 N
poverty rates of the elddy were initially much higher than all other age grou29.4% in
2003) however tarting inthe mid-2000s theydecreased gbstantially reaching22.3 %in 208.

® The categorization of states according to their social model hails from the literature on comparative political
economy, which compares different national modes of capitalism and has a long history (see for example
Schonfeld 1965, Albert 1998all and Sskice2001, Schmidt 2002, Amable 2003). The particular categorization
mentioned above originated witl) DA (i | -Ahdeis#yad o mddpn v LIAZ2YSSNAY I 62N) I 46K2
the socialdemocratic, the corporatisstatist and the liberal models of welfasgate models. Later contributions

added a fourth type, the South European Social Model (see Ferrera 1996).
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Thiscould be interpretedas evidence thasocial transfersargetedto this age groumluring this
period (pensions, olehge benefits)were quite efficient in reducing poverty The opposite
seems to be the case for children and young up@gears old Beginning irthe mid-2000s, he
poverty rates of this age group increasesteadily from 19.4% in 2005 to 22.7% in 2008.
Moreover, from the mid-2000s the situation of the youngebveen 1624 years seems to have
taken a negative turn as wedhd in 2008 this group faced the highest poverty rdtdas to be
noted that even before this development, this age group was consistently, substantially above
the average poverty rate in Geee.Finally,for people aged between 2&nd 64,poverty rates

were steadily below the average poverty rate, although thoe age group 254 there is again a
marked increase in their poverty rates beginning in 2006

Figure9. People at risk of povertpy age group, Greece (20032008)
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Source Eurostat

From the above it is obvious that both the elderly atite young traditionally suffered
substantially higher poverty rates thaother age groups and therefore fod themselves

steadily above th@verage poverty rates for the entire population. Beginning in the-26id0s

GKS StRSNIe&Qa LRaAAGAZ2Y AYLINRYSR 20SNJ GAYSZI 6K
further.

Turning our attention to families, we observe from Figure 10, that simmgesons with
dependent children and two adults with three or more dependent children are the types of

27



Social Profile Report on Poverty, Social Exclusion and Inequality Before and After the Crisis
FRAGM (SO P Y qualy

families most affected by poverty. At the other end, the families with the lowest risk of poverty
are those comprising two parents and one or two chifdre

Figure 10. Risk of poverty by household type, Greece, (%;20%)
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What is interesting however andiould require further research is that the trajectories of
these two groupsduring the 2000s we moving in the opposite directigrwith the former
(higher risk of poverty) group improving its position and the latter (lower risk of poverty) group
experiencing an increase in its risk of poverty.

Another issue that has been documented in the literature and is particularly relevapbficy
purposesis the relation between education and poverty levels. The data in Figure 11 indicates
that education plays a significant role iimcome stratification. There is a clear and significant
link between education levels and levels of povertyorl specifically for the six years before
the crisis, poverty among people with ppeimary, primary or lower secondary education, i.e.
people with very little or no educational qualifications, ranged between 25 and 30%, while for
people with upper secondy or postsecondary, nostertiary education, poverty rates was
relatively stable around the 15% level, that is on average more than ten percentage points
lower than the first group. Furthermore, for people with tertiary education, poverty levels
ranged raighly between %0 and 6% between 2003 and 2006, before increasing slightly to
around 7% in 2007 and 2008. The differential between the three groups is very large and
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consistent with findings of other studies on poverty in Greece (edgdriopoulou,
Papadpoulos and Tsakloglou 2013Balourdos and Naoumis 2010; Dafermos and
Papatheodorou 2010).

Figure 11. Risk of poverty by education level, Greece (%, total,ZIi®
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Finally, concerning the unemployed, we see from figu2ethat they were at a disadvantage
comparedto both employed and retired people. For the former, the poverty levedse kept
guite stable for the entire period under examination. On the other hand, poverty among retired
peoplefell substantially from an average of 336 during the late 1990s to 20.3% in 2008.

Figure 2. People at risk of poverty by economic activity, Greece (%,-2008)
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This picture is consistent with the data about poverty among the elderly examined above and
therefore seems to @roborate the interpretation that social transfers to retired people have
been an effective means in battling poveffiyr this age groupThis in turn is also consistent
with a wellestablished finding in the Greek literature on poverty, that pensiornisarincipal

policy instrument for reducing poverty in Greece (Andriopoulou, Papadopoulos and Tsakloglou
2013,loannidis, Papatheodorou and Souf@312 Balourdos and Naoumis 2010

The plight of the unemployed is not unexpected, sitiey tend tohave the lowest income and
usually are at the bottom end of the income distributiomdeed, the literature always
considers thaunemployedas ahigh risk poverty group-However the fact that the percentage

of unemployed at risk bpoverty increased stehily since 2004 is particularly interesting, since it
coincides witha period (20042008), when unemployment rates displayed a consistent
downward trend, declining from 10% in 2004 to 7.7% in 2008eems that economic growth
(and thus lower unemploymehtduring this period left the unemployed further behind in the
scale of income distribution. Moreover, the divergent trajectories of the retirees and the
unemployed during the same period, are a strong indication of the fragmented nature of the
Greek welfae state.

The difficulties facing the unemployembtwithstanding it has to be said that unemployment by
itself cannot account fothe majority of thepoor, which means that a substantial part of
people in poverty are employedhe phenomenon of workingoor has attracted increased
attention in recent years, as it seems to be on the rise umber ofadvanced countried The
phenomenon was documenterecently for Greeceby loannidis, Papatheodorou and Souftas
(2012), who argudl that for people above the age of 16, 40% of the people in poverty are
employed, compared to only 10% of the peopleonére unemployed. Moreover, theshow
that people in irregular forms of employment, particularly pamhe employees andhe part-
time seltemployed face the highest risk of povertiyrhe high numbers of working po@ also
corroborated by the fact thatas we saw ab@; poverty rates remainedtable during the
period under examination, while unemployment ratéeclined steadily since 2004.

This pcture is confirmed by the data on those in employment, who find themselves at risk of
poverty (Figure 13). We observe that approximately 14% of individuals in work, are poor, a
percentage which has remained relatively stable since the early 2000s. Thiss riined even

f8S FT2NJ SEFYLXS G[ADGAY3T 21385 wSaSIENDK F2N) YtaDsz { GNHzOG
| 2dzASK2f R CAYyl yOSHB&aE Hnmo wWSLEZ2NILZI | @Al
http://www.kpmg.com/UK/en/IssuesAndInsights/ArticlesPublications/Documents/PDF/Latest%20News/living
wageresearchoctober20131.pdf |y Rsight: The dark side of Germany's jobs miracke wS dzi SNE X CS o6 NHzl
2012, available atattp://www.reuters.com/article/2012/02/08/us-germanyjobsidUSTRE8170P120120208
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during the years before the crisis, when economic growth rates were high and the median and
average incomes grew, a significant part of those in employment received wages lower than the
poverty threshold, a clear sign of the fragmentation loé tabour market.

Figure B. Inwork atriskof poverty rate by sex, Greece (%, 260XB8)
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The link between the fragmentation of the labour market and poverty can also be observed in
Figure 14, where we see that pdiners and employeeson a temporary contract facke
substantially higher poverty rates than those with fithe contracts and employees with
permanent jobs respectively.

Figure 14. Risk of poverty by type of contract, Greece (%,-2008)

30,00

) L —o— Part-time job
25,00 ’\\"__/
20,00 — —=— Full-time job

- —— —a— — Employees with a

10,00 permanent job
5,00 - = —<—Employees with a
00 temporary job
S S\Sa AP o @0’\ o®

Source:Eurostat

31



Social Profile Report on Poverty, Social Exclusion and Inequality Before and After the Crisis
FRAGI [SE N P Y quatty

4.2 So@l Exclusion in Greece before the Crisis

Turningour attention to social exclusiodoes not improve thepicture of thesocial profile of
GreeceWKSYy 6S I RR GKS NAR&] 2F a20Alt SEOfdzaAaA2Y
record is again negative, despite the fact that thevasan improvement between 2006 and

2008 (Figure 3). This improvement is slightly higher (by 0.5% in 2007), thahdhthe poverty

rate reviewed previously, which means that social exclusion declined marginally in Greece
between 2006 and 2008.he combined indefor 2008 was28.1%, substantially higher than the

EU15 average of 21.6% and the U average of 23.7%.

Figurel5. People at risk of poverty or social exclusion (%, Z0B)

35,00

30,00

25,00 1 * > o
v —o—EU-27
O— —— —0 a

20,00
—a—EU-15

15,00

Greece
10,00

5,00

0,00 . . :
s s° S s

Source Eurostat

In Figure 6, we break down the components of poverty and social exclusion. We observe that
people at risk of poverty but not severely materially deprived, nongivin a houskold with

low work intensity mad up the majority of poor people in Greece (12.7% in 20@8yvever, it

is worth noting that the next two largest segments of the poor population (not at risk of
poverty, but severely materially deprived and riming in a household with low work intensity
¢4.5% in 2008and at risk of poverty, severely materially deprived, but not living in a household
with low work intensityg 5.20 in 2008) suffexd from severe material deprivation.
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Figure B. People at risk of poverty or social exclusion, Greece (2008)
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Indeed, when we take a closer look at material deprivation, it seems that it was quite high in
Greece even before the crisis (Figur€).1However, there was a steady, bstantial
improvement as the inde declined from 31% in 2003 to abouf.2% in 2008.A similar
trajectory can be observed for severe material deprivation, which declined from 16.9% in 2003,
to 11.2% in 2008, which is however a quite high value for thisxind
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Figure 17 Material deprivation and severe material deprivation, Greece (%,-2008)
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4.3 Inequality in Greece before the Crisis

From the discussion on relative poverty rates, it should be evident that Gaskty, even the
years before the crisis, experienced high and persistent levels of income inequality, despite the
favourable economic conditions that prevailed for mosttloé period under examination.

Figurel8. Gini coefficient, Greece (199%08)
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Source Eurostat

This is confirmed by the dataresented inFigure B; income inequality in Greece, while in
decline during the late 1990s, increased again between 2001 and 2003, reaching the previous
RS Ol RS Gad fdlowetihéraafter a ratherunsteble pattern of substantial yearly changes,

both upwards and downwargdsemaining on the whole at quite elevated levels.

Indeed, as we can see frofigure 19 Greec® &8 LISNF 2NX I yOS G(G(KS &SI NA
among the worst in EUifth highest level of inequality in 2007 above Romania and Bulgaria,

which are not included in Figure 1 Qespite the favourable economic environment and the

high growth rates during that period. As mentioned previously, this indicates the existence of
structural factoran the Greek economyvhich prevent the reduction of income inequality even

in times of high economic prosperity for the country as a whole.
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Figure B. Gini Coefficienfx 100, 2000, 2007, Greece and selected EU Countries\amndges)
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A similarpattern emergeswhen we use the S80/20 index for the sanmeripd (Figure20). We

note similar movements, in the same periods and/or years, as was the case with the Gini
coefficient. Moreover, the values of the S80/20 indegre quite high as well, with the top
quintile of the population earning income 5.9 times higleeyr that ofthe bottom quintile in
2008.

Figure 20Index of income distribution S80/S20, Greece (12068)
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The levels of the S80/20 index for Greece are very high by any rate. A comparison ith oth
European countries (Figure R1shows that Gi§ O S Q@rmanit® Ntis again fifth worst for

2007, (also above Romania and Bulgaria not included in Figure @ige againthen, we

observe that inequality levels in Greeagere consistently high throug 2 dziT G KS &322
economic period, before the crisis.
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Figure21. Index of income distribution S80/S20 (2000, 2007)
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5. Poverty,Social Exclusioand Inequalityin Greece after the Crisis

In this section of the report we will try to gauge the impact of the crisis on poverty, social
exclusion and inequality in Greed&/e do so by following the same structure of the previous

section, in order to facilitate the comparison of the situation befand after the crisis;
nonetheless it has to be noted that the analysis that follows includes, where possible,
FRRAGAZ2YLFE REFEGFE Ay 2NRSNJ G2 OF LJidzZNB | & Fdzf f @
AYLI OG 2y DNBSOSQa ceedbyréviewingdNaable t8isticattatd and A £ £ LJ]
literature and thenwe proceed to update and where possible enrich available findings by
producinga number of indices based ayur own analysis of the most tip-date micredata

from the Hellenic Statistidauthority.

5.1 Poverty in Greece after the Crisis
5.1.1 Basic Trends

The adoption of an extremely ambitious frelsaded austerity programme in 2010 and the
ensuing recession that has plagued the Greek econatimpulateda number of studies, which
hawe tried to assess the impact of the crisis on poventyGreece.Leventi et al. (2010) focused

on the comparison between policies in 2009 and 2010. They used the multinatioHadnaxt
micro-simulation model EUROMOBto study the impact of eachusterity policy measure on
poverty and inequality. According to their estimatiottse implementation of austerity policies

in 2010,reducedmedian income in Greece by 2.4%dded to an increase in poverty rates by
2.7 percentage pointsto 231%. Also, ltey found that the elderly, the unemployed and
households with low work intensityould be affectedthe most In a more recentstudy
Matsaganis and Leven{2013)analysedthe anatomy of povertyin Greece using EUROMOD,
based orEUSILC 2010 (incomes of(@) and they preserid poverty rates using a floating and

a fixed poverty lineAccording to their findings relative poverty in Greece (60% threshold) in
2013 increased, albeit less than would be expected from the estimation of the Leventi et al.
(2010) sudy, to 22.3% up from 19.4% in 200%ey also found that for the period 202913
poverty rates for men increased more than those of women. However, we have to mention
that, as we saw previously, relative poverty rates for women were initially highemnparison

with those of men.According to the findings of the study, the unemployed face the highest
poverty rates.Also, the authors found that relative poverty rates for young people aged
between 18 and 29 years increased more than those of any othergemgp (more than 7
percentage points). It is worth noting that the only age group for which the relative poverty fell

Y EUROMOD is a tdenefit micresimulation model for the European Union countries that enables researchers
and policy analysts to calculate the effects of taxes and benefits on household incomes andosotives for the
population of different membestates and for the EU as a whole.
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in Greece

was the elderly over 65 years, as low pensions were cut less compared to wages. However,

although seemingly less affected by monetaryvenxy, this age group may have been

disproportionally affected by reductions in social services and/or in kind benefits, such as
medicines and general healthcare benefits.

Using a fixed poverty threshold, changes the picture completely. By employing a fixed poverty

threshold at 60% ofnedian equivalised income of @9 (adjusted for inflation)Matsaganis and
Leventi (2013)obtain a dramatic increase in poverty rates, which the total population

reaches 44% in 2013he unemployedorm the group most hit by the crisis, #seir poverty

rate reaches a staggering 71.9862013, while the selémployed suffer high rates of poverty

which in 2013 reach 55%. Also the young angarticular the age groups-07, but also 189,
are disproportionally hit (from 23.4% and 19.6% in 2009 to 48.6% and 50.8% in 2013

respectively). Finallyhere is sharp deterioration afocial conditions of those living in Athens in
comparison with rurabnd suburban areag:inally the authors estimated an index of extreme

poverty, based on a basket of basic goods and found a dramatic increase of extreme poverty,
which for the total population reached in 2013 14%, up from 2.2% in 2009. Once again, the

young, the unemployed and those living in Athens were disproportionally hit.

These findings are on the whole verified by more recent data and by our own anblgsig.

data on net incomegwe see thatwhile there was a slight increase in 2009 (incomesQf82

when as discussed earlier, the crisis had not been felt in Greece bgit),the mean and
median net income in Greece deteriorated between 2010 and32@ith the former declining
from 13974 euros in 2010 (incomes of 2009)2803 euros in 208 (income of 20R) and the
latter from 11,963 euros in 2010 t8,371euros in 203.
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Therefore, we see that during the firkiur years of the crisis the mean and median net income
fell by 33.4% and30% respectivelyMore specifically, thegear on yeareduction of the average
disposable income in 2011 was 9.,68662012 15.5%and in 201313% The figures for median
disposable incme are 8.2%13.4%and 12%espectively

Figure 23 Annual changes in ma and median disposable incor(#,2009-2013
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As one would expect given such a steep decline in income, poverty levels fantie
population increased between 2010 and 30tom 19.7% to 23.1%, with the poverty rates for
men and women increasing in parallel. This represents an increase of apptelih5%.

Figure24. People at risk poverty, Greece (%, 2Q043)
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Theincrease in povertypecomedargerwhen weusedifferent poverty thresholds. For the 50%
threshold, the poverty rate increadefrom 12.4% in 2010 to 16% in 208 and for the 40%
threshold the poverty rate increagddrom 7.3% in 2010 to111% in 2038, an increase 083.%%
and 52% respectively. This findingvery interesting since it indicates that the deterioration in
the economic situation of the populatiomasdramatic, since most of the new powrere to be
found below the 40% hreshold. Indeed, people that fod themselves below the 40%
thresholdaccouned in 2013 for almost halfof the poorpeople (based on the 60% threshold)
while before the crisi§2009)they accounted for approximately one third of the poor.

Figure 5. Poverty rées with different povertythresholds Greece (%20092013
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This in turn indicates that povertyepth in Greece has increased during the crisis, a suggestio
which is verified by the data on the poverty gap presented in the next graph.

Figure 26Poverty gap, Greece (20092013)
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Indeed from Figure 26nve see a rapid and substantial increase of the poverty gap between
2010 and 2013from 23.4% to 32.7% As mentioned in a previous section, the concept of
poverty gap does not take into account the income distribution among the poor but it is
computed as a proportion of a varying poverty threshdacordinglywe can arguethat the
income ofthe majority of the population has decreased dramatically during the crisislaatd
poor people became poorer as the crisis deepened.

Thesituation becomes truly dramatic wheme employ a fixed poverty line. As argued earlier, in

periods of large movementsf the economy(upwards or downwards), because the entire
distribution of income may move up or down, relative poverty may not capture entirely the

effects of economic change. SNMBE F2NBE>X | O2YLI NRazy o0SGs6SSy L
now with that of a few years back (before the change) can provide us with additional insights

into the development of poverty. For this purpose we present below poverty rates adingd

poverty ine (60% ofthe median disposable income reported 200 (income of 208),

adjusted for inflation.

Figure Z. Poverty rates in @ece using a fixed poverty liff2009-2013)
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The poverty rate increased byore than 20percentage points between 2010 and Z@rom

roughly 19% in 2010to a staggering @%in 2013). This result paints a much bleaker picture

than the varying poverty rates described above and indicates that morplpdwave become

poorer during the crisis and in particular th40% ofthe Greekpopulation, had in2012 less

than 60%of the mediandisposableequivalisedncome they had in 208 The previous finding

Fo2dzi 62YSyaQ KAIKSNI LlpageSabldied. NI 6S&a K2f Ra ( NHzS
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poverty levels from both the EW5 and ELR7 averages, which during the crisis seem & b
surprisingly stable (Figure 28

Figure 3. Risk of poverty, Greece, HI3, EUJ27 (%, 2002013)
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In 2013 the difference between the ER7 and EUI5 F S NI IS LR GSNIL & NI i
poverty rate reached.5 and 7.6 percentage points respectively. It is worth noting that for the
EU15 average, for which there is data since 1995, this difference is the largest ever recorded.

Figure29. Povety gap, Greece, EU (%, 262913
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A similar picture emerges when we take a look at the poverty gap. While there wasraase

in both the EUL5 and ELR7 average by about one percentage poiduring the crisis years,

the increasein Greece between 2010 and 2013 is one & Percentage points. It is worth
noting that in 2010 the poverty gap for Greece and theZHUon aerage was the same
(23.4%). Moreover, we observe that the increase in EU countries took place in 2009 (income of
2008), as the crisis hit these countries in the direct aftermath of the international financial
crisis, one year earlier than Greece.

Havingexamined various versions of the headline poverty ratio and the poverty gap ratio, we
now turn to the Foster, Greer and Thorbecke (FGT) Index. Below, we present the values that
each FGT index takes depending on the value of parameter a, which is theypaversion
parameter. As described in the methodology section, if this parameter is equal to 0 then FGT (0)
is equal to the headcount poverty rate. When a=1, FGT (1) is equal to the average poverty gap,
i.e. the amount of money needed by poor person to each the poverty threshold.
Alternatively, for a norpoor person, the index FGT (1) shows the amount of money that this
person has to contribute in order to diminish poverty. Finally, when a=2, FGT (2) is equal to the
squared poverty gap, which gives andad weight to the lower end of the distribution.
Essentially, this index combines information on both poverty and inequality among the poor.

As shown in Table 1, the average poverty gap has been increas@@%y This means that
more people lost a laggpart of their incomeand fell substantially below the poverty threshold
which confirms the suggestion we put forward based on the armlgkthe headline poverty
rates Moreover, the increase in the average squared normalized poverty gap, indicates
somehing which we alssuggestedreviously, namely thathe poor have become pooreOf
course, this result indicates the size of the negative effect of the crisis and the austerity
measures not only on povertput also on inequality.

Table 1. FGT indices Greecqg2009¢ 2013

value of
a(:)e ° 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Akl a=0 0.197 0.200 0214 0.231 0.229
ratio
Average a=1 0.063 0.060 0071 0.087 0.086
normalized
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poverty gap

Average
squared
normalized

poverty gap

Source:Own calculations, Survey on Incorred Living Conditions, 202913

a=2 0.045 0.031 0.039 0.054 0.049

Moreover, according to Table &nd in line with previous data presented abowee impact of
the crisis increagsk gradually as the crisis deepened, with tle&ception of 2013, when the
situation seems to stabilize and even present a minor improvement.

It is also useful to compute the avemgoverty gap in monetary term3 déble 2. Asexpeckd,
the average poverty gapfollowing aslight drop in 201Q increagd in both 2011 and2012
before decreasing in 2013 to the levels of 2011

Table 2. Average Poverty G@p euros,2009¢ 2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013

24826 23531 26801 31134 267.07
Source:Own calculations, Survey on Incomued LivingConditions, 2002013

Theresults above are also ceistent with findings forthe Senindex As shown in Tabl3,
during the period 2002013 there was initially a small decline in this index befginning in
2010the Senmdexincreasedsubstantially by3.2 percentage pointdy 2013 This result means
that not only poverty andhe poverty gap increasecdut alsothat inequality amory the poor
increased as welAgain in 2013, we observe a minor improvement compared to 2012.

Table 3. Sen Indg2009¢ 2013

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
0.06555 0.05830 0.07203 0.09470 0.09114

Source:Own calculations, Survey on Incoweed Living Conditions, 202913

As noted in the methodology section, except from income, consumption is also used to
measure poverty. In this section, we present sodata oni KS ONRA &AaQ AYLI OG0 2
The analysis concerns the period between 2008 andB20% use data from theannual Greek
Household Budget Surveys (HBS). First, we calculated the mean total expenditure of each
household, as the data is available at household level. As expected, the mean total expenditure
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declinedsubstantially between 2008 and 2013s shown inifure 3), the average expenditure
was over 30,000 euros in 2008. Fiyears later,the average expenditure had decreased
cumulatively byroughly 28%, to 21,668uros.

Figure ®. Meanaggregateconsumptionexpenditurein Greece (in euros, 2068013)
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It would be also appropriate to analgghe consumption pattern for different income levels. In
particular, it would be interesting to investigate hatve poorest household changel their
total expenditure during the crisis and how richer households behaved during the same period.

Figure 31 Mean a@gregateconsumptionexpenditure in Greece pancome quitile (in euros,
20082013

60.000,00

50.000,00

40.000,00

30.000,00

20.000,00

= T [
0,0

1st quantile 2nd quantile 3rd quantile 4th quantile 5th quantile

o

m 2008 m2009 m2010 m2011 m2012 m2013

Source:Own calculations, HBS, 202813

47



Social Profile Report on Poverty, Social Exclusion and Inequality Before and After the Crisis
FRAGM (SO P Y qually

We calculated the mean total expenditure for five income groups. The mean total expenditure
for all income groups is presented in Figure Bie resultsare in line with the overall economic
environment as it is described by the evolution of the mean loexpenditure presented
above. Thus, wesee that all income groups experienceddacreasein their mean total
expenditure.However, it is interesting to note thahe cumulative decrease of the mean total
expenditure isabove 30%or all income groups expe from the first quintile, i.e. the poors
households for which the cumulative decline is approximately 15%. It is also worth noting that
the cumulative decrease is larger as we move from the poorer to the richer income groups
(Figure 2).

This may reflect the high inelasticity of consumption in lower incomes as some goods and
services are essential and it is not feasible to decrease their consumption substantially.
Moreover, this may reflect the fact that households in the lowest quintdd to spend a larger

part of their income on these essential goods and services, as prices did not decline in line with
income during the crisis. Indeed, for the period under examination, inflation remdorethe

most partpositive. The difference betweethe lowest quintile and the other quintiles can also

be seen in the slight fluctuations in the former as the crisis progressed. In contrast, in other

guintilesconsumption continued to fall throughout the crisis years, in some cases more sharply

as the cisis progressed

Figure 32 Annual change in aggregate consumption per incguoiatile in Greece (%, 2009
2013
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5.1.2 Vulnerable Groups

Next, we move fronthe measurement of the impact of the crisis on povedy the entire
population, to examining the impact of the crisis to the subgroups that were examined earlier
for the period before the crisis

As before, w begin with an analysis of different age gro@pgyure 3). The picture here on the
whole is congtent with the trends that we observed before the crisis, with the exception of
the elderly. More specifically, we observe that young people, especially those in the age group
16-24, have become more impoverished during thisis, so much so that 013 one in three
young people in this age group was below the poverty threshold.

Children less than 16 years old follow suit, their situation having deteriorated since 2010, as is
the case also for the age groups-@%. The interesting twist in this analgstomes from the
elderly, whose situation worsens between 2009 and 2011 with their poverty rates increasing
from 21.4% to 23.6%, but then declinisgbstantialy to 151%in 2013 making this age group

the less poverty stricken age group. A potential erptéon for this development is that as
mentioned previously, pensions were hit less than other types of income and therefore when
measuring relative poverty rates as above, the positiorth&f elderly fnany of whomare
pensioners) seems to improve.

Figure33. Risk of poverty by age group, Greece, (%, ZII3B)
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Source:Eurostat

Indeed, this argument seems to be corroborated by datgowerty ratesby economic activity
(Figure &). Again we see that retired people are the only group of people whose poverty rates
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seem to havedeclinedduring the crisis, especially after 2011. Their situation stands in stark
contrast with that of the unemployed, who are clearly the hardest hit graippeople,
displaying a significant deterioration of their poverty rates between 2009 an@®,2@en a
staggering 8.4% of them wadelow the poverty threshold. The course of poverty among the
employed also fébwed an interesting path, declining betweet®09 and 2011, risg sharply in
2012 before declining again in 20IBhus the employed follow an exactly opposite path from
that of the pensionersuntil 2013, when their course seems to converdbe declineof the
employed poverty raten 2013 is a devepment in need of more research and we should be
cautious in interpreting as an improvement in the situation of the employed; aftesadh an
interpretation would run counter the all the other results we have seen so@are explanation
could be thattheir relative positionhas improvedcompared to other groups and in particular
the unemployed, whose numbers have swollen since the onset of the crisis.

One word of cautions neededregarding the interpretation of the results in terms of the
pensioners. While, their lot sinc2012 seems to have improved in relative terms, we should

keep in mind that the above measurements are monetary measurements based on income.

This does not capture other types of monetary or fraonetary developments, wbh may

increase their social exclusion, like for example access to healthcare services and medicines,
GKAOK Aa GeLAOFHfte | aA3dayAThedd yid YSFadaNBE 2F S

Figure 3. People at risk of poverty by economic activity, Greece2(39-2013)
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Indeed, according to the findings offarthcomingreport 02 Yy RdzO4G SR o0& GKS 9[ L
Observatory on behalf of the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working
Conditions (Eurofounddn the impact of the cris to access to healthcare services, certain

policy measures in the area of healthcare and the insurance system (e.g. increases in co
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payment for medicines, introduction of a tickedrfaccessing public hospitalgstrictions to
entitlements for certain teatments or medicinesnd reductions in benefits) have led to an
increase in healthcare costs for tgnts (Zafiropoulou et al. forthcomingMoreover, cuts in
public fundingfor public health structures at time when demand for public healthcare
serviceshas increasedas patients cannot afford private services) has meant that waiting times
have also goe up, (Zafiropoulou et al. forthcomipgGiven that these problems are likely to
affect disproportionatéy the elderly, it is not surprising that according to-EILK data, the self
reported unmet needs for medical examination (because the services werexjpensive, too

far or there wereextended waiting lists) for retired people rafeom 7.6% in 2008 t8.4% in
2012.

The situation of employed people also deserves a closer Blodady before the crisis we have
seen thatemploymentdid not guarantee income above the poverine. Thiscontinues to be
the case after the onset of the siB. Indeed, we sethat even in 2013, when theigeems to be
an improvementemployed people faced a poverty rate that exceed@dglwhile in 2010 and
2012 their poverty rate reached 16.5%/hat is more, tesenumbers hide substantial poverty
differentials between differentypes of employed people.

First, as evidnt from Rgure 3, men continued tofare worse thanwomen during the crisis
although in 2013, the difference in their poverty rates declined to less than one percentage
point.

Figure 35In work at riskof poverty rate by sex, Greece (%, 260®13)
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Moreover, asnoted in the previous section, people in ngypical forms of employment like for
example parttime, or temporary work face significantly higher rates of poverty feature that
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has persisted during the cris{Bigure 8). More specificallythe poverty rates of part-timers
and employees on temporary contractsere 27%and 13.8% respectiveiyn 2013 while the
poverty rates offull-timers and employees with permanentontracts ranged at substantially
lower levels at 10.7% arisl8% respectively.

Figure ®. Risk of poverty by type of contract, Greece (%, 220%)
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Thesefigures are largely consistent with previous findings amsliggest hat the situation of
employed people in atypical forms of woik far worse compared to that of employees in full
time and permanent jobs. At the same time, it should be noted that it is not safe to interpret
0KS Y20SYSyid 2F (KSaS 3INEP dzLJa QthaljgoeSdsdarch iNI (0 S a
needed in this respect. Nonethelessne could argue thathe prospects of these groups of
employeesare bleak,when we considerthat phenomena of fragmentation of the labour
market have increased substantially during the cridigeto both new labour market legislation

and the continued deterioration of the Greek econantgdeed, according to available data
(Figure 3), parttime employment has increased steadily since 2009. On the other hand,
temporary employment seems to be decs#ag after reaching a peak in 2010. This could be
explained by the fadhat first, changes in legislation have reduced the addiring employees

on permanent contracts and therefore there is reduced demand for temporary employees, and
second, that theprolonged and deep recessigneans that increasinglgmployers simplydo

not renew temporarycontracs.
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Figure 3. Part time & temporargmployment, Greece (%, 20@D13
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Next,we add an additional layer of analysis in relation to the criterion of economic activity by
looking atthe consumption of different households, depending on theonomic activity/
situaton2 ¥ S OK Kheatkz@FH) ke 38 RM@ desults show that thoskit most by the
crisis (as measured by the reductiontiveir consumptionexpenditure are the seHemployed,

who record a cumulate decline of 3&%, with private sector employees (29.3%) and the
unemployed (273%) following suit, while the retired expenced the smallest decline (24.2%)

Figure 8. Mean aggregate consumption expendityrer economic activity of household head

in Greeceif euros,20082013
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This seems to be a different result from our previous measurements based on income, where
the unemployed were the group most hit by the crisis. However, as noted earlier, employed
people also display substantial poverty rates, particularly when they aggamd in atypical
forms of work. The semployed include many people working in péirhe and temporary

jobs; therefore to some degree the results could be explained by the dynamics of the atypical
forms of work described earlier. Moreover, the sefthployed typically include many small
businessmen who during the crisis have seen their businesses, virtually collapse; however, the
selfemployed often try to keep their businesses going even when they are not making a profit,
while often they do not show upin unemployment records, even if theshut down their
business. Moreoverwe have to note that the sefmployed declined from a particularly high
level of consumption and that despite the fact that they experienced the largest decline they
continue to ernoy the highest level of consumption, compared to the other groups of economic
activity. A similar observation holds for the difference in consumption expenditure levels
between the public sector and the private sector employees. The data seem to cortebora
studies that argue for a significant income differential between the two categories of
employees (Christopoulou and Monastiriotis 2014), a distinction, wiiskems continues to

hold during the crisis. Finally, it is worth noting that the unemployed the retired continue

to have the lowest levels of consumption after the crisis, as was the case before the crisis.

Moving on to household types, it seems thate of the hardest hit groupof people by the
crisis in Greece, are single people with degent children(Figure 39.

Figure 39 Risk of poverty by household type, Greece, (%, ZW13)
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In a complete reversal of the downward trend of the years before the crisis (see Figure 10
above), the poverty rate among this particular group of people has explbdageen2009and
2012reaching a staggering 66%.similar reversal of fortunes is obsedvfor the other group
which exhibited high poverty rates before the crisis, the couples with three or more children,
whichafter two years of improving their positiom a space of a single year, between 2011 and
2012 experienced a sharp increase in poy from 20.8% to 36.8%lhe development of
poverty among the other types of householdsisnilar, with couples with one dependent child
following a similar path as the group of families with three or more children, albeit at much
lower levels of povertywhile families with two dependent children improved their position in
2010, before experiencing an increasepovertythe following year What is very interesting

and difficult to explainis the reversal that seems to take place in 2013, when particularly the
groups that were most adversely hit during the first years of the crisis, like single parent families
with dependent children andaimilies with three or more children, seem to experience a
substantial reduction in their poverty rates. This finding requires further research, before we
can argue that poverty has been truly reduced for these grdups.

Finally, thelink betweeneducationa qualifications and poverty describddr the years before

the crisisis also confirmed for the years following the onset of the cri&gain, the highest
levels of poverty can be found among those with ndoov educational background (levels2),

with poverty among those with upper secondary and psstondary nostertiary education
(levels 34) being approximately ten percentage points lower and for those with tertiary
education(levels 56) a further fifteen percentage points lower. However, it hasbe said that
although the poverty rate increased for all groups between 2010 and 2012, the largest increase,
proportionally, was experienced by the second group, a development in need of further
research.Moreover, we observe that in 2013 there was agsli improvement for the most
educated groups, while the poverty rate for people with no or low educational background
continued to increase (Figure 40).

' Indeed, it seems that at least for the group of single parents with dependent children, the observed
improvement is at least partly caused by a problem with the datambably related to the fact that this is
numerically a very small group in Greece and therefore the rotation of the sampling population can produce
unrepresentative results.
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Figure 40 Risk of poverty by education level, Greece (%, total, -2009)
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5.2 Social Exclusian Greece after the crisis
5.2.1 Basic Trends

Turing to social exclusipnve see that the downward trend observed since the +D0s
(Hgure 15) has been reversed after the crisis. Following a slight decrease in 2009 (conpared
2008), between 2010 and 20XBe AROPE rate increasedbstantially, from 27.6% to 3B
(Figure 4). Given that during the same period poverty increasenn 20.1% to 23.1% (Figure

23), we cararguethat although monetary poverty did not increase dramatically (because as we
saw above the entire income distribution mavdownwards, thereby keepingelative poverty

rates somewhat stable), social exclusionreased substantiallyThis is not unexpected, since

as we saw previously, people have become impoverished to a considerable degree, when
poverty is measured using a fixed poverty line anchored in the incom@G# #hile the prices

of goodks and serviceslid not decline to the same degreduring this period, and new,
additional costs had to be taken into account (like for example increased taxation). Indeed, the
discussion about the consequences in healthcare costs and waiting times and therefore access
to healthcare services in a previous sectiisna case in point.

Figure4l. People at risk of poverty or social exclusion (%, 2200EB)
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Also, fom Figure 4, we observehow much more the situation has deterated in Greece
compared toEurope.lt is evident that the social impact of the crisias been much more
pronounced in Greece, compared with most other EU countries

Turning now to the composition afocial exclusionwe see thatthe percentage of people in
poverty withoutseverematerial deprivation anchot living in households dbw work intensity
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declinedfrom 12.7% in 2009 to 8% in 2038 (Figure 42 At the same timethe percentage of
people experiencingoverty with severematerial deprivation but not living in householdsf

low work intensity increased substantially from 5.3%62009 to 7.2% in 2013as didthe
percentage of the populatiowho, whilenot in poverty and not in a houseld with low work
intensity, wereseverelymaterially depived (from 4.7% in 2009 to 7% 013) Finaly, the
number of people who wergoor, severely materially deprived and living in a household of low
work intensityrecorded asignificantincreasefrom 0.8% in 2009 to0.8% in 2012

Figure42. People at risk of poverty or socikclusion, Greece (20813)
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In effect, there has been an acresgee-board ircrease in the number of people whare
severelymaterially deprived, irrespective of their other circumstances (i.e. being poor or living
in a house with low wrk intensity). This analysis is confirmedrbgre explicitdata on material
deprivation in Greece (Figure3¥ Indeed, material deprivatioincreased substantialljrom
23%in 2009to 37.3%in 2012, while severe material deprivati@mog doubled from11.2% in
2009 to 203% in 208.

Figure43. Material deprivation and severe material deprivation, Greece (%, -2009)
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5.2.2 Food Insecurity

A particularly worrisome aspect of the crisis in Greece has been the issue of food security.
While there is little known about the true extent of the problem, daily soup kitchens organized
by municipalities, NGOs and the Church across the couwtinych cater to the needs of an
increasing number of citizens, have become a commonplace phenomenaceant years. In

this report we devote a separate section to this issue, because it has become one of the most
visible symptoms of the crisis and much of the public debate on the crisis has been devoted to
it, but also because we are fortunate to have,awls probably the only data available on food
security in Greece during the crisis, provided for the purposes of this research programme by
the Institute of Preventive Medicine, Environmental and Occupational Health, Prolepsis.

As far as the general population is concerned, in Surveys on Income and Living Conditions
(SILC), we can obtain information related to the capacity of each household to afford a meal
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with meat, chicken or fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second deymation is selected

at household level and is related to the dimensions of material deprivation. Below (Table 4), we
present the proportion of the total population that cannot afford the aforementioned meal. We
see that during the crisis the number oégple that cannot afford a meal with meat, chicken o

fish every second day doubled between 2008 and 20&®re declining marginally to 13.2% in
2013.

Table 4. Inability to afford a meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every
second dg, Greece (% of total population, 202812)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
7.1% 7.6% 7.9% 9.2% 14.1% 13.2%
Source:Eurostat
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ability to eat a meal with meathicken or fish every second day decreased dramatically during

the crisis (Table 5). In 2008, before the onset of the crisis in Greece, 29.74% of the poor could
not afford a meal that met the aforementioned specifications. While this proportion decreased

in 2009 and 2010, in the next two years it exploded upwards. In 2012 almost half of the poor
peoplecould not affordto eat meat, chicken or fish every second dAgain in 2013 we see an
improvement with the ratio declining to 2011 levels, however s8llibstantially higher
compared to precrisis levels.

Table 5. Inability to afford a meal with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every
second day, Greece (% of poor people, 20082)

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
29.74% 2452% 2251% 42.22% 49.15% 42.99%
Source:Own calculations, Survey on Income and Living Conditions; 2008

The plight of the poor comes into even sharper focus when we examine the data provided to us
by Prolepsis. Prolepsis has been running, since 2012, the Food ARr@mation of Healthy
Nutrition Program, DIATROFI, with main funding from the Stavros Niarchos Foundation. The
programme was approved and run under the auspices of the Ministry of Education and
Religious Affairs, Culture and Sport. Detailed data on themémpopulation of Greece does not
exist. The recorded food insecurity levels in the context of this programme, which are the only
available, do not represent the situation in the whole country or general regions, since schools
were knowingly selected beaae of low regional economic indicators and accordingly the
results reported heren cannot be generalized for the entire population. Nonetheless, we
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believe that they are of great interest and they provide useful insights into the situatitdmeof
poor; in this sense, this data can be seen as an additional exercise in the analysis of the depth of
poverty in Greece, in the aftermath of the crisis.

The program started in pilot implementation in Apliine 2012, with 34 schools and 6,272
students and contined in the school years 2042013, with 162 schools and 25,349 students
and in 20132014, covering 406 schools with 61,876 students. The aim was to provide meals to
children attending schools in underprivileged areas, while also promoting healthy nutrition.
Schools were selected at the neighbourhood level, based on taxable income data provided by
the Ministry of Finance, unemployment data provided by the Manpower Employment
Organization and written reports by school principals providing estimates of the auwib
students facing food insecurity and special characteristics of schools (i.e. students from social
institutions, parental unemployment, Roma students, fainting episodes).

Food insecurityvasmeasured through the FSSM (Food Security Survey Module) questionnaire
administered to parents(Deitchler et al. 2011) FSSM contains 18 questions concerning
characteristic incidents of food insecurity (stress caused by lack of food, inadequate quality and
guantity of food consumed, related biological consequences, such as weight loss, etc.). The sum

of insecurityaffirming responses produces a score ranging from 0 to 18, with higher numbers
indicating higher food insecurity. The score is used to deterriiirdevel of food insecurity, as
categorized on a foukJ2 Ay i &aOF f SY aF 2R HOSFCERNA (1R & SOIOHINANIS
SELISNASYOS 2FT76Hzy daSRRROAPARNDBIDNAGE SAGK YSRA dzy
8MHOZ | YR aF22R2dedy/ aSOUBRK LY G3 (-28F. alSdFKISNE 06402\

Families residing in low socioeconomic areas of Greece, which were selected to participate in
the food aid program, were found to experience high levels of food insecurity. More specifically
from the 162 schools wh 25,349 students participating in the 202D13 prograrme, 15,897
well-completed questionnairesvere returnedby the parents. The 64.2% of households was
found to be food insecure (Figured)y It is worth notingthat data from developed countries
show that in 20112012, 8.3% of Canadian households were food insetdaed in 2012, in the
United States 14.5% of households were food inse(@memanlensen et al. 2013Moreover,
Hedd: 2F GKS aiddzRSydaQ K2 dza Sdte2fouRdito ekperiddca OA LI G
hunger.For 48.4% of the students participating in the program, one of their parents was not
receiving income (either from employment or retirement), while for the 17.1% of students
none of their parents was employed or retired (TableHuselolds in which the parents were

12 Household Food Insecurity, 202D12 Statistics Canada, available attp://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/82625
x/2013001/article/11889%ng.htm#n2
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unemployed experienced higher levels of food insecurity. It is indicative that in households in
which both parents were unemployed and not retired, food insecurity with hunger was up to
50%.

Figure 4l. Food insecurity levelss measured in the schools partiatmg in the 2012013
DIATROHRrogram

40,026

30,026

20,026

10,026

Food security Food insecurity Food insecurity with Food insecurity with
without hunger medium hunger serious hunger

Sourcenstitute of Preventive Medicine, Environmental and Occupational health, Prolepsis

Table 6 Food insecurity levels as measured in the schools participating in the- 2013
DIATROFI program according to employment status

Employment status % of Total % food % food % of food
security insecurity insecurity

without with hunger

hunger (medium or

serious)
Both parents employed or 34.0 50.5 35.0 14.5
retired
One parent employed or 48.4 35.8 40.2 24.0
retired
None parent employed or 17.1 13.6 36.5 49.9
retired
Total 100.0 35.8 37.3 26.9

Sourcelnstitute of Preventive Medicine, Environmental and Occupational health, Prolepsis
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The data paints a truly bleak picture. These numbers are without precedent for a developed
country in peace time. Of course, it has to $teessed once again that they doot represent

the actual situation for the whole country, nonetheless they give us a very strong indication
that the situation in the lower socieconomic strata of the Greek society has truly
deteriorated, thereby corroborating, similar conclusions reathe previous sections of this
report.
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5.3 Inequalityin Greece after the crisis

In view of the previous results it is not surprising to see that inequality also increased in Greece
during the crisis. More specificalligllowing a decline in 2009 and 2010, which continued the
downward trend of 2008 (Figure }8nequalityrose in 20112012 and 2013reaching 0.34,
GKAOK A& Sldzat G2 DAYA O2SFFTAOASYyGQa @It dzS
in the lae 1990s (on average 0.34d)he fact that initially the coefficient declines, not only in
2009 (ircomes of 2008), but also in 2010 (incomes of 20@Men the crisis had truly struck the
country, but as of yet no austerity measures were adopted, indicdtes the losses fronthe
decline in GDP experienced in 2009, were somewhat more equally distributed in Greek society.
However, beginning in 201Wvhen theeffects of thefirst austerity policiesvere felt, inequality
begun to rise, which gives us an indication that the policies implemented as part of the
Memorandum in 2010 and 2011, may have increased inequality.

Figure45. Gin coefficient, Greece (2062013
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Source:Own calculations, Eurostat

These levels of inequajitare amonghe highest in the EU (Figur&y Crisis hit auntries like

Latvia and Portugal, while exhibitinggh levels of inequality preent an improved picture in

2011 and 2013ompared to 2009In Spain while inequality increased more than Greece in
2011, in 2013 the Gini coefficient is reduced, while the Greek situation continues to deteriorate.
Only in Cyprus and to a much lesser degree Hungary, did inequality increase more than in
Greece between 2011 and 2018.is also noteworthy, albeiperhapsnot surprising the fact

that of the elevencountries which exhibit values above or around 3@%6Hgure 4%, seven
(Latvia, Greece, Ireland, Portugal, Spain, Ity Cyprushave experienced a severe economic
crisis in recent years.
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Figure 4. Gin Coefficient (x 100, 2009, 2011, 2013
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The picture of inequality that emerges from the data on the Gini coeffiaggenbrroborated by
the data on the S80/20 index (Figur@)4Again, following a decline in 2009 and 2010, the
S80/20index rises in 2011 and 2082d stays stable in 2018 levels not seen since the 1990s.

Figure 4. Index of income distributio’s80/S20, Greece (202913
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Source:Eurostat

Ly GSNXa 2F O2YLI NR&A2Y ¢6A0GK DND Sdaeded fdmNI y S NA&
the Gini coefficient is corroborated. Greece is amongwloest performers overall and one of

the countries experiencing a significant increase in inequality during the ¢asigaand Spain

despite the high levels of inequality displaty improvement from 209 to 2013, while Portugal

after a decline in the value of the index in 2011, in 2013 moved again upwards tde2@0S.

Greeceand Cyprus display the largest increase in the index between 20120481
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Figure 4. Index of incomalistribution S80/S20 (2009, 2011, 2013
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6. The Impact of Social Policy on Povert$ocial Exclusiorand Inequality
before and afterthe Crisis

Following our overview of the impact of the crisis on poverty, s@ialusion and inequality in
Greece, in this section, we will briefly discuss the role of social policy in tackling these
phenomena both before and after the crisis.

Traditionally, the welfare state in Greece Ha=en criticized fobeinginadequate,fragmented
and operating on a clientelist bastd Unsurprisingly then, researchers have traditionally found
GKFG GKS DNBS|T 6StFFNBE aidl (pbeaty,sotd gxiluskbnoadeli A 2 y
inequality has been lacking, particularly when comparedtioer European countries whose
welfare state belong to thesocialdemocratic and corpatist-statist varieties(e.g. Dafermos
and Papatheodorou 2010; Balourdos and Naoug@40) In other words, the Greek waelfe
system is ineffectiveFirst, his is due b resources. From Figure 4@%e see that lte total
expenditure for social protection in Greebas beertraditionally below the European average.
Thus for example, for the period 20@D07 Greece spent on average .2% of its GDP on social
protection, while EA17 countries for the same period spent on average2vof their GDP
that is, a differential of 3 percentage points.

Figure 49Social protection expenditure, Greece, European Union, Euro area (% GDP, 2000
2012)
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Source:Eurostat

3 For a more detailed analysis of this critique and an overview of the related literature sgmlicy paper on
social policy by D. A. Sotiropoulos, which accompanies this social profile report.
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In addiion to lower resources howevemvhat seems to be even more important is the low
effectiveness of the system in tackling povertye seethat throughout the 2000s, social
transfers reduced the risk of poverty by approximately 20 percentage points on avgiggee
50).

Figure 50 At risk of poverty rate before and after social transfers, Greece (%;2QCB)

60,00 —o— At risk of poverty
rate before social
50,00 _ transfers (pensions
W—’/‘/ included in social
40,00 - —_— transfers)

—u— At risk of poverty
30,00 rate before social

./.-—-l\._._—-—l—n_./l/'/./. transfers (pensions
excluded from

20001~ T o social transfers)
10,00 At risk of povgrty
rate after social
0,00 . . . . . ; , , , : : : . . transfers

20002001200220032004200520062007200820092010201120122013

Source Eurostat

In contrast the other European welfare systems seem to be on average, much more effective in
combatting poverty.

Figure 3. At riskof poverty rate after social transfers, European Union (27 countries) 2005

2013)
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Between 2005 and 2008 the average poverty rate before social transfers for 2y Bias
42.9%. After social transfers this figure was reduced on @egrmr the same period, to 16.5%,
that is, a reduction of 26.4 percentage points, a substantially greater improvement in poverty
rates, compared to Greed&igure 51)

What is more, we observe that most of the reduction in poverntyGreececomesprimarily
through pensions, while the contribution of other types of transfers (e.g. disability, family or
housing benefits) contribute only marginally to the reduction of poverty (roughly 3 percentage
points on average between 2000 and 2008)contrast,for the EU27 during 20082008, other
types of social transfers, excluding pensions, contributed on average 9.3 percentage points to
the reduction of poverty, that is, more than three times the contribution of other social
transfers in Greece. This findjris probably related to the fragmented nature of the Greek
welfare system, which does not provide universal social services to the entire population, a
policy which seems to be contributing substantially in the reduction of poverty in other
countries, buttargets instead specifigroups ofpeople Dafermos and Papatheodorou 2010

The main policy instrument for reducing poverty in Greece continues to be the pension system,
which makes up almost half of the total social expenditure in GréEmire 2) and which of
course is only partly redistributory, given that pensionslargelybased on own contributions.

Figure 2. Social protection expenditure, Greece (% GDP, -200Q2)
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